. In contrast, the distribution of resident fish was not aftion of whether cleaners affect client fish distribution, we tested whether cleaner fish affected the distribution fected by cleaner fish. Thus, many fish appear to choose reefs based on the presence of cleaner fish.
the interaction between cleaner presence and the site (P ϭ 0.488) on fish abundance were not significant. When sampled by remote video and snorkeler, the abundance of fish did not vary among times, nor were any interactions with time significant (all P Ͼ 0.29), although the interaction between site and time was almost significant (exact F ϭ 4.650 1,12 , P ϭ 0.052).
Of the 78 visiting species, 38% (belonging to the Acanthuridae, Balistidae, Carangidae, Dasyatidae, Haemulidae, Holocentridae, Labridae, Lethrinidae, Lutjanidae, Priacanthidae, Scaridae, Siganidae, and Sphyraenidae) were found only on reefs with cleaner fish, 52% (Acanthuridae, Ephippidae, Hemigaleidae, Haemulidae, Holocentridae, Labridae, Lethrinidae, Lutjanidae, Mullidae, Nemipteridae, Pomacanthidae, Scaridae, Siganidae) were found both on reefs with and on reefs without cleaner fish, and 9% (Acanthuridae, Carangidae, Carcharhinidae, Holocentridae, Labridae) were only found on reefs without cleaner fish.
The cleaner fish L. dimidiatus has a major influence on the local demography, species assemblage, movement patterns, and habitat choice of coral reef fishes, and this influence is disproportionate to its abundance and to be restricted to a particular group of fishes, those When sampled by remote video, the effect of the site that move among reefs. Such fish appear to base their ( Figure 1B ) and the interaction between the site and choice of a suitable habitat at least partly on the prescleaner presence on fish abundance were not significant ence of cleaner fish. That these fish mainly consist of (all P Ͼ 0.57). When sampled by snorkeler, the effect of large roving carnivores and herbivores, which themthe site (exact F ϭ 4.12 1,12 , P ϭ 0.065) ( Figure 1B ) and selves can affect other reef organisms [2, 7] , is an additional effect with potentially significant ecological implications. For residents, which were not affected by cleaner-fish presence, the costs of seeking cleaners, (e.g., increased predation risk when moving between reefs, loss of territory, and energy output) may outweigh the costs of not being cleaned [20, 24] . Or, if the costs of not being cleaned increase with time, it is possible that a longer period without cleaners may be needed to detect an effect on resident fish distributions. Finally, resident fish are generally small and so may have few parasites. Although this may imply that the benefits of cleaning are therefore less for residents than for visitors, the opposite may be true; smaller fish may be more vulnerable to parasites because of their small size. a covariate was initially included in all analyses but was omitted that are not easily disturbed by observers and can only be reliably from the analyses when it was consistently found to be nonsignificounted by a scuba diver, resident fish species in addition to visiting cant. The total abundance of fish was log 10 (x ϩ 1) transformed to species were also counted by a scuba diver. Visiting fish less than satisfy the assumptions of homogeneity of variance. Two "removal" 2 m from reefs were counted. Visiting fish were defined as adult reefs ( for assistance in the field; J. Ackerman and W. Robbins for technical
